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Interview Summary 


Application No. 

09/885,290 


Applicant(s) 

MARKSON ET AL. 


Examiner 

Gregory G. Todd 


Art Unit 
2157 





All participants (applicant, applicant's representative, PTO personnel): 



(1 ) Gregory G. Todd . (3) . 

(2) Craig Holmes . (4) . 

Date of Interview: 08 August 2007 . 

Type: a)[X] Telephonic b)D Video Conference 

c)D Personal [copy given to: 1)Q applicant 2)Q applicant's representative] 

Exhibit shown or demonstration conducted: d)^ Yes e)D No. 
If Yes, brief description: Agenda . 

Claim(s) discussed: 1 

Identification of prior art discussed: Blumenau . 

Agreement with respect to the claims f)0 was reached. g)Q was not reached, h)^ N/A. 



Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an agreement was 
reached, or any other comments: See Continuation Sheet 

(A fuller description, if necessary, and a copy of the amendments which the examiner agreed would render the claims 
allowable, if available, must be attached. Also, where no copy of the amendments that would render the claims 
allowable is available, a summary thereof must be attached.) 

THE FORMAL WRITTEN REPLY TO THE LAST OFFICE ACTION MUST INCLUDE THE SUBSTANCE OF THE 
INTERVIEW. (See MPEP Section 713.04). If a reply to the last Office action has already been filed, APPLICANT IS 
GIVEN A NON-EXTENDABLE PERIOD OF THE LONGER OF ONE MONTH OR THIRTY DAYS FROM THIS 
INTERVIEW DATE, OR THE MAILING DATE OF THIS INTERVIEW SUMMARY FORM, WHICHEVER IS LATER, TO 
FILE A STATEMENT OF THE SUBSTANCE OF THE INTERVIEW. See Summary of Record of Interview 
requirements on reverse side or on attached sheet. 



Examiner Note: You must sign this form unless it is an 
Attachment to a signed Office action. 
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Application No. 09/885,290 



Continuation of Substance of Interview including description of the general nature of what was agreed to if an 
agreement was reached, or any other comments: Applicant clarified some issues with the Examiner with regard to 
claim 1 specifically. The control processor is a 'separate* device than the gateway device, not just different, as different 
could still encompass being included within the device. Also, the gatekeeper device of Blumenau, while being a logical 
volume, the claims do not necessitate being a physical device, as such, .the Examiner recommended clarification in the 
claims. Examiner believes the discussed and proposed amendments to read over Blumenau . 
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Inte^^cw Request Form and AGENT) A 
with Summary of Arguments and 
Proposed Claim Amendments 


YOUtl KEFERENCJ! NUMBER: 

09/885.290 


□ URGENT 


0 FOR REVIEW □ PLEASE COMMENT □ PLEASE REPLY □ PLEASE RECYCLE 



Per the Examiner's request earlier today, please find attached an ApplicanL Initiated Interview Request Form 
for the interview with by the Applicant's representative, Craig Holmes, who can be reached at £408) 414-1207, 
to be held on Wednesday. August 8, 2007, at 2:00 PM EST (1 1 :Q0 AM PST) . 

Please see the enclosed "Applicant Initiated Interview Request Form, along with the attached "Summary of 
Arguments tn he Presented and Proposed AGENDA for Examiner Interview," including the proposed claim 
amendments for Claim 1. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Craig Holmes 
Reg. No. 44,770 



THE INFORMATION CONTAINED IN THIS FACSIMILE IS INTENDED ONLY FOR THE PERSONAL AND CONFIDENTIAL USE OP 
THE DESIGNATED RECIPIENT® NAMED ABOVE, THIS MESSAGE MAY BE AN ATTORN HY-CUENT COMMUNICATION, AND 
AS SUCH IS PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL. IK THE READER OF THIS MESSAGE IS NOT THE INTENDED RECIPIENT OR 
AN AGENT RESPONSIBLE F-OR DELIVERING IT TO THE INTENDED RECIPIENT, YUU ARE HEKEtfY NUTIFIKU 'l'HAT YOU 
HAVE RECEIVED THIS DOCUMENT IN ERROR AND THAT ANY REVIEW, DISSEMINATION, DISTRIBUTION OR COPYING OF 
THIS MESSAGE IS STRICTLY PROHIBITED. IF YOU HAVE KECEl^iLD THIS COMMUNICATION IN ERROR, PLEASE NOTIFY US 
IMMEDIATELY BY TELEPHONE AND RETURN THE ORIGINAL MESSAGE TO US BY MATT- THANK YOU. 
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Applicant Initiated Interview Request Form 



Application No.; ol/*Ps-, *?* First Named Applicant; 7^f^^ * + 

FvLi^r a„«^ & T*dd Art Unit: i/r? Status o* Application: />^-f^ 



Tentative Participants; 



(3)_ 



(4) 



Proposed Dnte of Interview: 



Type of Interview Requested: 

U) [^"Telephonic (2) [ 1 Personal 



Proposed Time: 2 00 (Aft^^Kj) FST 



Exhibit To Be Shown or Demonstrated: [ ] YES 
If yes, provide brief description; 



(3) [ ] Video Conference 
[ ]NO 



Issues To Be Discussed 



Claims/ 
Fig, #s 



Prior 



Issues 

(Rej M Obj., etc) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

[ ] Continuation Sheet Attached 

Brief Description of Arguments to be Presented: 



Discussed Agreed 



Not Agreed 



[ ] 


[ ] 


[ ] 


[ ] 


[ ] 


[ ] 


[] 


t ] 


[ ] 


[ ] 


[ ] 


[ ] 



An interview was conducted on the above-identified application on • 

NOTE; T his form should be completed by applicant and submitted to the examiner in advance of the interview 
(see MPEP § 713.01). 

This application will not be delayed from issue because or applicant's failure to submit a written record of this 
interview, Therefore, applicant is advised to file a statement of the substance of this interview (37 CFR 1.133(b)) 
as SQPJL4SJ possible. 





itc^jit/Applicanfs gs^esentative Signature 

Typed/Printed Name of Applicant or Representative 
Registration Number, if applicable 



Examiner/SPE Signature 



This coUccrioo of informal lun b ruuulrnl by 37 CFR 1.133, T\x mfui iunfio» ii required to <ibt»ln «r retain a bcaoHt by th« public which j« (t> HI* (ami by th* 
USPTO to prow) »n npplicntiniu Confideniifllity Ls governtd by J5 U.&C. 122 and 37 CFR l.M and 1.14. This collection ti estlmnicd to take 21 miouto lu 

' complete, Including Bathcring, preparing and subroittini th* Completed application form ta the L'SPTO. Time will vary depending upon the individual cast Any 

comments an the n mount of time yOU fCqiltrC TO complete this form and/ar luggoritirtS for reducing thb burden, ihOdtd be Stilt to the Chief Jnforrtnriuil Officer, 
U.S. Patent and Trademark Office. U.S. Department of Commerce, P.O. Cox 14S0\ Alexandria, VA Z23T3-I45D. DO NOT SEND FEES OR COMPLETED FORMS 
TO THIS ADDRESS. SEND TO: Commissioner Tor Patents, P.O. Box 1450, Alexandria, VA 22313-1 450. 

; If you need assistance in completing the form, call 1-8Q0-PTO-9199 and select option 2. 
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Appl. S/N: 09/885,290 A n Do f* J 3211 ™ 519 

deposed Interview Agenda - Summary of Arguments to be Presented & Proposed Claim Amendments 

Proposed AGENDA for Examiner Interview 



; A. The "gateway device" of Claim 1 is not the same as Blumenau 's "gatekeeper". 

: Claim 1 includes a "gateway device," such as a Pathlight gateway from Pathlight Technology, Inc., 

' as described in the Application. (Sec pago 20, lines 8-10; page 28, lines 1-3; a current example of which 
I can be seen at http://www.infonirt.com/p ath1ieht/pro^'ft*«tTiflin htmll 

In the drawings of the Application, the "gateway" is an actual, physical device, such as storage 
gateway 106 of the embodiments shown in FIGs. 3A, 3B, 5A, and 5A, the storage area network gateway 
210 of FIG. 2A, and the gateways 306T>, 306E, etc., of FIG. 4C 

Thus, a "gateway device" as featured in Claim 1 and supported by the Application, would be 
understood to be an actual, physical hardware device. 

i 
i 

In contrast, Blumenau 's "gatekeeper 1 1 is not a physical device, but rather a logical volume. 
: Specifically, Btumenau first describes the "gatekeeper" as predefined logical volume, such as a volume 
j accessed at LUN0, that functions as a gatekeeper device.' 7 (Col. 31, lines 23-26.) Blumenau consistently 
: refers to the "gatekeeper" as a logical volume, and often uses the more accurate phrase of "gatekeeper 

facility." (See, Col 32, lines 19-20; Col 33, lines 39-40 and 53; Col. 34, line 7 and 40; Col. 35, lines 37 
: and 53; Col. 36, line 23, ct scq.) In fact, the Office Action refers to this definition of the "gatekeeper" 
| being a logical volume in the "Response to Arguments*' portion of the Office Action (see page 15, 
• lines 3-4). 

i More significantly, in the depictions of the hardware arrangements in Blumenau 's figures, such as 

; Figures 1-4, 21-22, and 32, the "gatekeeper" is never shown nor referred to with a label number within the 
; text of Blumenau. This is consistent with the "gatekeeper" being a logical volume or facility of the storage 
, subsystem. 

The Applicant does note that the introduction of the "gatekeeper" in Column 31 of Blumenau uses 
: the phrase "gatekeeper device." However, this is the only occurrence in Blumenau of the "gatekeeper" 
. being referred to as a "device." Given the definition of the "gatekeeper" and the use and description of the 
; "gatekeeper" elsewhere within Blumenau, the Applicant respectfully submits that the "gatekeeper" in 
Blumenau would be most reasonably understood to be a logical volume for controlling access, not an 
1 actual, physical hardware device such as a "gateway device" as in Claim 1 . 

1 
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: AppL S/N: 09/885,290 J 1 docket: 55218-0519 

! Proposed Interview Agenda - Summary of Arguments to be Presented & Proposed Claim Amendments 

'. B. Because Blumenau '$ "gatekeeper* 5 is a logical volume, Blumenau 's "gatekeeper" cannot 
include a "control processor" that configures itself. 

The rejection of Claim 1 's feature of "the control processor configuring a gateway device to map 
; the one or more logical units to the host processor" is based upon Col. 32, line 13 - Col. 33, line 17, in 
which the Office Action explains as follows: "allocated and assigning LUN, Ihc wutrol processor being a 
: part of the gateway device/gatekeeper and configuring itself." 

1 However, as noted in the first issue above, Blumenau '$ "gatekeeper" is defined to be a "logical 

\ vulume" that is accessed at LUNO, and a logical volume cannot include a "control processor/ 1 which is a 

■ physical device, not a logical device. And while the logical volume at LUNO corresponds to a physical 
; volume, that volume is a portion of storage on a storage device, and therefore again cannot include a 

: "control processor." 

Finally, Claim 1 includes several steps or actions that are performed by the "control processor," 
• namely "the control processor receiving a request. . .," "the control processor associating one or more 
\ logical units. . by 'the control processor configuring a gateway device. . and "the control processor 
I configuring the one or more storage units. . Even if the control processor were assumed to be part of the 
: logical volume that Blumenau refers to the "gatekeeper," there is nothing in the cited portions of 
; Blumenau or elsewhere that such a hypothetical control processor performed the recited actions. 

: C* Proposed Amendments to Claim 1 

i 

The Applicant appreciates the Office Action's explanation in the "response to arguments" portion 
; regarding the Examiner's interpretation of "does not know" and the associated discussion of Blumenau and 
. : how that reference was being interpreted. 

As a result, the following claim amendments arc proposed by the Applicant to clarify that the host 
: processor accesses the logical units despite the host processor's lack of knowledge of which logical units 

are associated with the host processor by the control processor. Therefore, in the approach of Claim 1, not 
, only does the host processor not know which logical units are associated with the host processor , but the 
host processor accesses those logical units without know which logical units are being accessed 

This is in contrast to the approach in Blumenau in which "the host must be programmed to seek out 
! the LUNs that it can access" (Col. 32, lines 21-23; emphasis added), the **host operating system invokes the 
; mapping driver to obtain the LUNs accessible to it" (Col. 32, lines 29-31), and the "nonvolative memory 
; must store a complete path to the boot volume, including the SCSI address to be used by the host as well as 

■ the storage subsystem WWN and LUN. (Col. 33, lines 6-9.) 

2 
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' Appl, S/N: 09/885,290 ^ _ J ^ Do f et » 

i Proposed Interview Agenda - Summary of Arguments to be Presented & Proposed Claim Amendments 

; 1 . (Proposed Amended) A computer-implemented method of allocating storage to a host processor, 
comprising: 

a control processor receiving a request to allocate storage to the host processor; and 
the control processor associating one or more logical units from among one or more storage units to 
the host processor by: 

i the control processor configuring a gateway device to map the one or more logical units to 

the host processor; 

the control processor configuring the one or more storage units to give the host processor 
access to the one or more logical units; 
whoroin the host proooooor doos not know which one or more logical units aro assooiatod with the 
' host procoDoor; 

the host processor accessing the one or more logical uni ts, which are associate d with the host 

processor bv the control processor, without the host processor knowing which of the one or 
more logical units from among the one or more storage units are associated w ith the host 
processor; 

wherein the control processor is a different device than the gateway device, the host processor, and 
; the one or more storage units; and 

wherein the gateway device is a different device than the control processor, the host processor, and 
: the one or more storage units. 

D. The Issues Above Explain and Highlight the Fundamental Differences Between the Approach 
of Claim 1 and Btumenau 

While the Applicant's claims/Application and the prior art of Blumenau are both using the concept 
| of £ *virtualization" in regards to storage systems, which in both involves some sort of mapping of something 
! 'Virtual** to something '"physical," the two take two fundamentally different approaches. 

In the Applicant's claims and specification, the virtualization is of the "storage layer," such as 

virtual storage layer 310 of FIG. 3 A, which includes storage gateway 306 and storage networks 308, 
: through which hosts 302A, etc., access storage units 304A, etc. Through the use of storage gateway 
; devices, the hosts can access storage without knowing which logical or physical storage units are being 

accessed. This approach addresses the prior art limitations of not being able to dynamically or 
i automatically add and remove storage from a particular host or server without having to require that the 

host be re-booted so that its operating system becomes aware of the changed storage configuration. (Sec the 
| Background section, pages 3-4 of the Application), As a result, the host processor in the approach of 
: Claim 1 accesses storage without the knowledge of which logical units are being accessed, as the lack of 
: that knowledge is made up for by the gateway device that associates the LUNs with the appropriate hosts 

: 3 
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1 Appl. S/N: 09/885,290 Docket: 55218-0519 

: Proposed Interview Agenda - Summary of Arguments to be Presented & Proposed Claim Amendments 

and storage units. Thus, the gateway device is performing a physical switching function to connect hosts 
= with storage. 

In contrast, Rlumenau is virtualizing ports and routing storage requests with a virtual switch within 
! the storage controller, with virtual ports being assigned to hosts and the set of storage volumes being 
: accessible from each virtual port. (Abstract.) Blumenau is addressing the problem of having to physically 
\ switch links to the network ports of the hosts to ensure that a host is restricted to accessing a limited 
: number of logical volumes, thereby ensuring security so that other hosts are not able to access logical 

volumes of others when using a consolidated storage subsystem without the use of high-level 
: authentication and authorization procedures. (Col. 1, lines 40-45, 59-67; Col 2, lines 1-31.) Thus, a host in 
; Blumenau '$ approach uses a port address as normal, although the port address being used is that of a virtual 
: port that is later mapped to a physical port. Yet even with the use of such virtual ports, Blumenau 's 

approach requires that the host know the logical units are being accessed by the host And in Blumenau' s 

approach, the switching is not in hardware, but rather in software through the use of the virtual ports and a 
[ virtual switch, such as virtual ports 240, 241 and virtual switches 238, 239 of Figure 21. But in fact, the 
: "virtual switches" in Blumenau are just logical objects, not physical, to describe the operation of the 

microprocessor in handling Fibre Channel requests. (Col. 23, line 60 - Col. 24, line 3.) 



4 
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